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A REPORT on inner trends and forecasts of significant developments, dedicated to the preservation of the American way and a free democratic economy by the revival and extension of Christian 
sharing and the prevention of war by the revelation and correction of the causes of war. WE BELIEVE that if our society moves vigorously forward under the impulses of its Judaic-Christian 
traditions and concepts of truth, we will avoid the curse of violent change as represented by the evils of communism. WE ARE CONVINCED that the American answer for both communism and 
democratic socialism is a revitalized Christian capitalism that promotes closer management-worker cooperation, greater worker participation in ownership, profit-sharing, systems of pensions or 


rr) 
' 


security out of production and other forms of applied Christian sharing. WE STAND for our country, right or wrong, rejoicing when it is right, but when authoritative evidence indicates ou’ 
country is being influenced into the wrong, we would seek through democratic means to set our country right. WE HOLD this to be the highest service to patriotism and to God. ' 





Base Of Democracy 

According to the philosophy of 
the framers of our constitution, 
government cannot guarantee lib- 
Merty, in fact, no mechanical struc- 
ture can guarantee liberty. They be- 
lieved that only virtue could guar- 
M antee liberty — and by virtue they 

meant standards of balance, decen- 
cy, civic responsibility, respect for 
neighbors, as embodied in the 
Golden Rule of Judaic Christian 
tradition. These points are empha- 
sized by Saul K. Padover in his re- 
cent book “The Complete Madison” 
(publ. by Harpers). The founders 
believed that an ignorant citizenry 
could not support democracy; 
hence Washington proposed a na- 
tional college, Jefferson advocated 
free public education. 


Golden Rule At Work 


American industrial leaders are 
recognizing the place of Christian 
teaching in solving problems in in- 
dustrial relations, according to a 
leading industrialist, Ogden Ashley, 
of the Cleveland Pneumatic Tool 
Co. Industrialist Ashley recently 
emphasized that the Golden Rule, 
applied in industry’s treatment of 
employees, has more to do with a 
company’s successful existence than 
profit or wages. Industry must treat 
employees as people, with all the 
desires and wishes and problems of 
the average human being. 

Monetary compensation is not 
enough for workers who perform 
repetitive and monotonous tasks; 
management must provide other sat- 
isfactions that recognize the human 
qualities of the employee. Oppor- 
tunity for workers to share in stock 


) Ownership, management and custo- 


mer problems immediately lifts him 
up out of the monotony of the 
mechanized assembly line. No 
amount of pay or increased pensions 
will meet this human need. Proper 
application of Christian principles 
in all phases of business relation- 
ship offers us the most complete and 
ready solution of labor problems. 


X-Ray and Forecast 


HE GREAT TRANSITION: Few seem to realize what an important 
battle is raging throughout American political and economic life over 
the control of the vast natural resources of our country. 

THE OPENING ASSAULT was the successful capture of the 
great off-shore oil deposits by the private oil companies through their use, 
as a false front, of the states rights issue. Private oil corporations had 
found they could not manipulate the Federal Government so successfully 
as they can dominate State Legislatures. 

FRIENDS OF EISENHOWER have reported in Washington 
that the President personally soured on the Tidelands issue. He was 
caught in a dilemma of political mathematics. During the earlier stages 
of the presidential campaign, the GOP strategists saw that if the votes 
of Texas, Louisiana and California could be swung to the Republican 
party, there would be little doubt of the election outcome, — particularly 
if the big voting blocs of California and Texas could be clinched. No one 
denies now that deals were made between the state GOP politicians, dis- 
gruntled anti-Truman Democrats in those areas, and the giant oil cor- 
porations — to unite their political and financial support behind Eisen- 
hower. The large contributions made to Eisenhower’s campaign by the 
big oil companies (in all the devious ways such contributions are usually 
made) gave the GOP the means to stage the biggest political campaign 
ever undertaken in the South (Washington Post, Nov. 13, ’52). Eisenhower 
looked upon the deal as a political necessity involving some compromise. 
The reason given now for the President’s distaste for the whole matter is 
the public reaction against the Tidelands bill which was surprisingly 
strong, a fact that was generally suppressed. Some senators — even Repub- 
licans — reported their mail ran 200 to 1 against the Tidelands oil bill. 
(N. Y. Times and Washington Post, March 29, ’53). The White House 
itself reported that the President got more mail asking him to veto the oil 
giveaway than on any other subject since his inauguration. Sen. Robert 
Taft was bombarded with petitions signed door-to-door in Ohio, asking 
him to oppose the oil grab. 

Informed political analysts agree that the GOP old guard went di- 
rectly against public opinion in this notorious abridgment of Federal re- 
sponsibility to the public welfare, and many predict that the ghost of the 
Tidelands oil will rise to haunt them in the future. 


NLY THE BEGINNING: Behind the Tidelands deal is the whole 
domain of public resources, which has traditionally resided in the 
hands of the Federal Government as a public trust, a trust established 
under great Republicans, such as Theodore Roosevelt and others. 
Leading business and investment groups are now carrying on an 
underground campaign to line up politicians, Government bureaus, news- 
papers and radios for a big drive to turn all of these resources back into 
the hands of private commercial interests. If these plans are consumated 
it will comprise the greatest economic turnabout in our national history. 


YNTHETIC RUBBER: After the Tidelands issue, pressure will center 
on the synthetic rubber plants. The Federal synthetic rubber industry 
was built during World War II at a cost of approximately $800 million 
dollars. The plan is to get these factories into the hands of the “big four” 
giant rubber corporations — at low cost. Independent rubber manu- 


facturers and labor unions are protesting against sacrificing the Govern- 
(continued on NEXT page) 


UN & American Industry 


Many U. S. business leaders have 
become antagonistic to the United 
Nations because of the influence of 
propaganda originating in those 
conservative groups which are sen- 
sitive to the threat that an effec- 
tive world governing body would 
ultimately bring to America’s mo- 
nopoly of the earth’s strategic re- 
sources. American industrial lead- 
ers consequently have been surpris- 
ed to discover the high tribute paid 
to the American steel industry by 
UN research publications that are 
distributed widely over the world. 

In a carefully prepared study of 
industrial processes in this country 
and abroad, the UN survey used as 
an illustration the new American 
process of manufacturing steel — 
continuous strip milling. Enthusi- 
asm was expressed for the courage 
and foresight of American compan- 
ies which originated and promoted 
such technological advances and 
used the lowered costs and increas- 
ed production to advance the stand- 
ard of living of the American peo- 
ple. European steel makers were 
urged to follow American leadership. 

IN EUROPE most steel corpora- 
tions are owned by long-standing 
family oligarchies who follow the 
practice of limited production, high 
profits, low wages and who, by car- 
tel agreements, stifle competition. 
Much of their equipment is anti- 
quated and unsuited to modern pro- 
duction methods and, where new 
mills with modern equipment have 
been introduced, they have contin- 
ued to curtail their production, so 
that the traditional price and wage 
structure of Europe would not be 
disturbed by increased production. 

THE UN SURVEY tabulated 
American wages and production in 
contrast to those in Belgium and 
Britain. In America wages and so- 
cial charges per man hour in the 
steel industry have been averaging 
$2.20 — with the average price of 


steel sheets at $117 per ton. In 
(continued first col., NEXT page) 





UN & American Industry 


(continued) 

Belgium, wages and social charges 
are only 65¢ per man hour — with 
the price of steel sheets at $143 per 
ton. In Britain, sheet steel is under 
the U. S. price, quoted at $110 per 
ton, but in contrast to the Ameri- 
can steel worker’s $2.20 wage 
package, the British millhand gets 
only 59¢ per hour. These figures 
are all presented in terms of what 
men can get from their work and 
what the nation gets from its mills 
in modern continuous strip methods. 

The study even puts the house- 
wife under scrutiny to see what in- 
fluence she has on the steel indus- 
try. The American mechanized 
equipment for the home kitchen is 
made chiefly of steel, hence would 
be inconceivable in Europe because 
of the limited production, high 
prices and low wages of consumers. 

The UN survey emphasizes that 
security from violent revolution 
cannot be achieved entirely through 
military means—that increased 
standards of living, achieved by 
such methods, must be acknowledg- 
ed by the industrial wealth of Eu- 
rope if it is to protect itself against 
mounting threats of violent change. 





Profit Sharing 

Many American businesses have 
found profit sharing to be the most 
effective method of building suc- 
cessful employee-management rela- 
tions. A notable example of what 
can be done along this line is the 
achievement of the Lincoln Manu- 
facturing Co. of Cleveland, Ohio, 
one of the world’s largest makers of 
arc welding equipment. We last re- 
ported on this remarkable business 
corporation in 1947—here are 
salient facts that bring the record 
up to 1952: The 1,200 Lincoln em- 
ployees produce at a rate nearly 
four times as high as in the days 
preceding profit sharing and in con- 
trast to the average production rate 
of similar companies at the present 
time. The average Lincoln worker 
earned $8,000 in 1952 in a 40-hour 
week. The company still sells its 
principal product at about the same 
price as in the 1939-40 period! 
Wages have gone up vastly, but be- 
cause of increased production the 
company has refused to raise the 
price, yet has made very large prof- 
its on their increased production. 
In fact, the profit last year was $40 
million dollars and the company 
proudly points to a record of un- 
broken dividends since the begin- 
ning of profit-sharing. 

The key of performance in this 
system, according to James F. Lin- 
coln, head of the company, is that 
“Our workers have found them- 
selves to be an inseparable part of 
the fortunes of this company. The 
worker feels that he truly shares in 
the venture of the corporation’s 


business and that every moment of 
(continued third col., THIS page) 


X-Ray and Foreeast (continued) 


ment-owned synthetic plants to enhance the position of the rubber cartel. 
Oil and rubber corporations are both in on the deal, for much synthetic 
rubber is derived from oil products. 

Next will come the U. S. built and operated armament factories 
valued at over $8 billion, which are to be turned over at low cost to pri- 
vate corporations. Then there is the Federal subsidized and controlled 
merchant shipping costing $4 billion — which includes hundreds of ships 
that are kept afloat by the Government to provide us with ample transport 
in case of another war. These fleets are to be turned over to private ship- 
ping corporations — with the Government underwriting operating costs 
and profits which is already done to a great extent for other shipping con- 
cerns (through mail subsidies, etc.). 

Next will be the whole atomic power research development 
which cost billions in tax monies. Extensive and elaborate preparations 
are being made to “sell” the public on the idea that atomic power belongs 
in the realm of private ownership, that the atom-fuel public 
power and light systems — which will within a few years be the source of 
power, light and heat in an increasing number of American communities 
— should be operated and owned by corporate wealth. A comprehensive 
two-part analysis of “Atomic Energy And Private Enterprise”! (pro and 
con) began in the May issue of the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. 

Millions are also being spent to convince the American public that 
all public power projects, like TVA, Grand Coulee, and Hoover dams, 
should be owned and operated by private corporations. Efforts will 
follow to bring into private ownership the national parks and public lands 
— including millions of acres of forest reserves and grazing lands which 
have been protected by the Government from wasteful exploitation. 


HIS IS NOT SPECULATION: Not only has much publicity already 

been put out by the U. S. Chambers of Commerce and other groups, 
promoting these ideas, but wide circulation has been given to arguments 
along this line by the most powerful figures in our industrial and invest- 
ment life. For instance, the U. S. Journal of Commerce recently published 
statements by Charles E. Wilson, former president of General Electric 
and one-time Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization, in which he 
said that all existing public power projects, and similar enterprises, should 
be sold “to the American people” — through a “simple exchange of 
stock in them for Government Bonds now outstanding.” Mr. Wilson 
charged that “all public ownership of the nation’s resources was “social- 
ism.” Mr. Wilson proposes to “let all Americans who can and will buy a 
share of stock in America—of their own will—to make them stockhold- 
ers in the true sense of exercising both choice and control, instead of be- 
ing forced as taxpayers to finance undertakings beyond their choice and 
control.” Of course we must realize that when he refers to “the people” 
and “Americans buying stock in America,” he means corporations and 
investors who have funds for “exercising both choice and control” but 
who comprise less than 2 per cent of “the people.” Similar proposals have 
been offered by Louis Reynolds, chief of the Reynolds Metal Co. 

These statements represent the spirit and aims of the leading forces 
of investment wealth in America, who consider it their legitimate task to 
prepare the public mind for such a significant transition of control and 
ownership — from public to private control and responsibility — and to 
persuade the public that now is the time for this great change. 

WITHIN THE STRUCTURE OF THE GOVERNMENT itself, 
plans are well under way for this achievement. Mr. Eisenhower is admit- 
tedly unaware of much of the intricate economic history of our country, 
hence leans heavily on his advisers. The attitude of the large business in- 
terests toward the President is that he will go along if his advisers want it 
and if the public can be persuaded to support such a program. 

The technique that has been followed has been to permit Eisenhow- 
er to appoint business leaders of his choice and set up the various bureaus 
that are associated with public domain. Almost invariably Eisenhower 
has shown a keen sense of values in choosing men of outstanding busi- 
ness ability, but who have been known as fair and progressive in their 
views. But the most powerful industrial and financial forces in the coun- 
try have gone to work on these appointees not only to warm them up to- 
wards this great change in our basic economic structure but to see to it 
that their operative assistants (who handle most of the actual business 
of government in each department) are men who are hand-picked for 
their long record of favoring private ownership as against public owner- 
ship, private operation for profit as against conservation for the future. 

THE CHOICE: This proposed change in the American economy 
centers upon this choice — Can private enterprise, as investment wealth 
claims, better use these power projects and resources (atomic plants, for- 
ests, grasslands) to derive wealth from them now and at the same time 
to safeguard such resources for the future — than Government bureaus 


which have shown little interest in the utilization of these resources for 
(continued on NEXT page) 


Profit Sharing 


(continued) 

work is for himself, as well as jy” 
employer. There is no problem ¢ 
absenteeism, no slow-downs gf) 
common in other industries.” 

CONTRAST: Labor in may 
industrial situations has used th) 
slow-down or “stretch-out” to gai’ 
a maximum of employment Whitt} 
in the end brings loss to the mai 
agement, the worker and the pub! 
lic. In the rubber industry, for i, 
stance, labor leadership has use™ 
the stretch-out so determinedly thay 
the tiremaker craftsman has bea 
penalized rather than benefited)” 


When he tended to produce mor\” 


per hour than the union decreed 
he was directed to limit production 


but this production did not suppor} 


an adequate wage for most tire. 
makers. And since the union lead 
ership has also beaten down th 
hour week to only 30 to 35 hour, 
thousands of tiremakers in Akro 
find it necessary to hold two jo 
in order to make a living—; 
grinding work schedule of 67 to 7) 
hours a week. 


Many labor leaders fight profi)” 
sharing because profit sharing pro) 
motes the worker to a new inde) 


pendence, in full partnership wif 


ownership, thus ending the work 


ers’ reliance on the union and uw 


ion leader for security. Labor lead) 
ership has usually built its strength} 


upon the frustration and helpless 


ness of the unorganized worker af 


he stands alone before the power 
of organized, industrial wealth 
When ownership and management 
have the wisdom of mind and ger 


erosity of heart to take the emp 
ployee into economic fellowship af 
a working partner and friend —a 


entirely new relationship is estab 


lished which puts into operation th f 
miracle of Christian sharing, a con) 


cept that has been a vital force, a 


haunting hope in the mind of maj 































since Jesus applied that power to 
the loaves and fishes. 

Labor unions would still have a 
vital function to perform in aiding 
the worker to self realization; he 
needs the union as a broad bas 
through which he can exert his it 
fluence collectively on many issues. 
Such able and conscientious labor 
leaders as David Dubinsky, Walter 
Reuther and others will make a far 
more significant contribution whet 
they are no longer required to de 
vote so much time and energj 
fighting the endless battles over 
wage contracts. Profit sharing wil 
sheer off the tentacles of the rack 
eteer labor leader, release the abl 
labor leader for more importaal 
service to the worker community. 

The Council of Profit Sharing In- 
dustries (2306 First National Tow 
er, Akron 8, Ohio) maintains 4 
headquarters where information 00 
the subject may be obtained and 
research data is coordinated. 
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> be unable to survive. 2. 
5 course of making a continuous se- 
> ries of diplomatic proposals for the 
settlement 
' which, if accepted, will result in the 





Our National Security 

EXTERNAL SECURITY: James 
p. Warburg, distinguished author 
and international banker, submits a 
four-point alternative to the inevi- 


' tably unsuccessful containment pol- 


icy on which our foreign policy has 
been based. This alternative he sum- 
marizes thus: 1. Seize the political 
offensive, not by any attempted in- 
tervention behind the Iron Curtain 
but by creating on our side of the 
Iron Curtain conditions of justice 
and satisfaction in the face of which 
totalitarian tyranny will eventually 
Pursue a 


of specific disputes 
gradual contraction of the Soviet 


orbit and, if rejected, will tend to 


© jsolate the Soviet regime, diminish 


its prestige and alienate its satel- 
lites. 3. Apply this same technique 
to the making of a continuous series 
of proposals for the limitation and 
control of national armaments and 


for the strengthening of the United 
' Nations to the point where it shall 
- become capable of enforcing dis- 
" armament and the peaceable settle- 
> ment of all disputes. 4. Pending the 
©) adoption of effective and enforce- 
© able control of national armaments, 


create and maintain sufficient mili- 


| tary power, uncommitted to any 
_ pre-announced strategy of defense, 
' to make Soviet military adventure 


unattractive. Such a military policy 


} would promise no nation immunity 
from invasion in the event of war 


... but promise all the maximum as- 
surance that there would be no war. 


INTERNAL SECURITY: Mr. 
Warburg stresses the necessity for 
achieving internal security without 
sacrificing freedom and for learning 
how to apprehend and dispose of 
the guilty without harming the in- 
nocent, without betraying the prin- 
ciples of a free society. To this end 
he proposes: 1. A careful overhaul- 
ing of the Executive machinery so 
that it will function effectively and 
regain the confidence of Congress 
and the people. 2. Persuading Con- 
gress to cease usurping the powers 
of the Executive and the Judiciary, 
returning to that interpretation of 
the Constitution which holds that 
the investigating powers of the Leg- 
islature are supposed to be directed 
solely to the preparation of legisla- 
tion. 3. Persuading the individual 
citizen, once his confidence is re- 
stored, to leave the hunting down 
of spies and traitors in the hands of 
duly constituted authorities. 4. A 
new and carefully thought-out 
frame of reference for the whole 
internal security operation, develop- 
ed by a non-partisan commission, 
Composed of the most competent 
jurists and security experts avail- 
able to analyze the problem and 


recommend a solution. 
(continued third col., THIS page) 
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X-Ray and Foreeast (continued) 


the present but have looked upon them entirely as reserves for the fu- 
ture? For instance, private enterprise holds that the modern lumber cor- 
porations can go into the forest reserves and take out timber, replant and 
cultivate “tree farms”—and actually add to the timber resources for the 
future by extracting wealth now. They challenge the Government con- 
cept of preserving our forests by leaving them in a natural state, where 
every decade much lumber goes to waste and less new timber is growing 
than if it were cut and replanted scientifically and systematically. 


With the grazing land the Government policy has been to lease 
out the land to the ranchers under strict regulations to protect from 
overgrazing, which would destroy its fertility and leave it exposed to wind 
and dust storms. If the land were in the hands of the large private ranch- 
ing corporations, modern grass planting would be introduced, much 
more feed could be taken from the soil and, through scientific care, the 
soil could be built up far beyond its present fertility. 

These are the arguments you soon will be hearing on full-page 
ads in scores of publications. In fact, the timber groups already have 
their campaign well under way with the full page “tree farm” ads. Per- 
haps the biggest question is — will private enterprise maintain this high 
level of moral responsibility for the common good of the country and the 
needs of future generations? History flatly says that it will not. In the 
past, our forests, fields and grass ranges were exploited ruthlessly for 
quick private gain — millions of acres of rich forest lands left brutally 
denuded by the big timber operations, vast areas of grasslands overgraz- 
ed and left barren and dusty. 


NSIDE JOB: An example of how the way is being prepared for this 
great transition within the Federal bureaus is the appointment of J. L. 
Farley as assistant to Douglas McKay, Secretary of the Interior. As Mr. 
McKay’s assistant, Mr. Farley will be in charge of many conservation 
projects. Who is J. L. Farley? He has been an official of the Crown Zel- 
lerbach Paper Corporation, and all the big paper companies are vitally 
interested in the timberlands. He displaces Albert M. Day, noted author- 
ity on the preservation of natural resources, forests, fish and wild life. 
Secretary of the Interior McKay has also appointed Fred Aandahl of 
North Dakota, outspoken foe of public power, as his chief assistant in 
dealing with public power! There have been many similar appointments. 
Other indications of the plans to undermine the Federal Govern- 

ment’s responsibility for public welfare are such appointments as that of 
Edward F. Howrey as Federal Trade Commissioner. The Federal Trade 
Commission has to do with the control of monopolistic practices where- 
by big business groups use their influence to squeeze out competion and 


destroy the small businessman. An interesting angle on this appointment 
(continued on NEXT page) 


Our National Security 


(continued) 

Our freedom is in greater danger 
of self-destruction by the fear and 
intimidation of the inquiring mind, 
than of subversion by enemy agents 
and sympathizers, states Mr. War- 
burg. He concludes: “1. The free 
society can become invincible only 
through the continuous distillation 
of common values out of diverse 
beliefs and opinion, freely express- 
ed and mutually respected. Teach- 
ers and religious leaders will, there- 
fore, help to fortify the free society 
whenever they speak out and en- 
courage others to speak out... 
even at the risk of  persecu- 
tion. 2. In that part of the world 
which we call free, because it has 
not been engulfed by Soviet tyran- 
ny, there are many diverse and 
often conflicting currents of eco- 
nomic needs and political aspira- 
tions. . . . It is not easy to unite the _ 
so-called free world in defense of 
freedom because as yet so many of 
its inhabitants do not know the 
meaning of the word. Yet this non- 
Soviet world must achieve solidar- 
ity, if freedom anywhere is to sur- 
vive and gradually to spread its 
blessings over the earth. To the ex- 
tent that great teachers and relig- 
ious leaders can transcend the po- 
litical and economic cross-currents 
and discover common ground .. . 
they will powerfully aid the cause 
of freedom. This seems to me par- 
ticularly true of religious leadership. 
What stronger bond of solidarity 
can be forged than that of a com- 
mon faith . . . Does it really matter 
whether men worship in church or 
chapel, in synagogue or mosque, in 
Hindu shrine or Buddhist temple? 
Does it really matter, so long as 
they believe in a divine purpose and 
in the brotherhood of man? . .. We 
need loyal citizenship and wise 
statecraft but, at best, these can 
only unite nations. Spiritual and 
moral leadership holds the power to 
unite the world’s peoples.” 

We have presented above only 
exerpts from Mr. Warburg’s study 
entitled “Our National Security.” 
The entire pamphlet is available 
from The Current Affairs Press, 25 
Vanderbilt Ave., N.Y.C., for 50¢. 





Farmers & Public Power 


Right at the time when farmers 
are already feeling the impact of 
the curb on public power develop- 
ment, the private power compan- 
ies are engaged in a campaign of 
deliberate misrepresentation of the 
record in trying to convince the 
public that they have always been 
the champions in bringing electric 
power to the farmers. 


But millions of farmers lived 
through the era that is now being 
fogged over by the big-lie tech- 
nique — and they know better. 


These farmers would have been 
(continued first col., NEXT page) 





Farmers & Public Power 
(continued) 

amazed had they heard the state- 
ments made by B. F. England, the 
president of the Edison Electric In- 
stitute, speaking recently for private 
power corporations at a meeting of 
the American Power Conference. 
He claimed that the electric com- 
panies of America have always tak- 
en the lead in meeting the need for 
more power, while Government bu- 
reaus show a strong tendency to- 
wards restricting demands. Farm- 
ers could have reminded him how 
impossible it has been for many 
rural areas to get the power except 
as the Government led the way, 
could have recalled the period not 
more than a dozen years back when 
private utilities often demanded 
$4,000 to build a mile of line to a 
farm house with a $15 monthly 
minimum and a rate of 8¢ or more 
per kilowatt hour, thus making serv- 
ice to the farms prohibitive in cost. 
Farmers would have laughed when 
Mr. England stated seriously, “We 
have built a great tradition on the 
idea that we must supply electric 
service to anyone at any time for 
any use, ranging all the way from 
huge to minute operations.” 

Farmers remember when utility 
spokesmen told Congress in 1934 
that as many farms as could use 
power efficiently were already get- 
ting it, yet at that time over two 
thirds of the farms in America had 
no power and light within their 
reach and no prospects of getting 
any because of the prohibitively 
high rates and requirements de- 
manded by the private utilities. 
(This at a period when most farms 
in Sweden, for instance, had been 
electrified for years). The situation 
of the American farmer was not 
changed until Federal power proj- 
ects were undertaken. This is plain 
history which the private power 
groups are misrepresenting. 

The private power corporations 
are also claiming now that “When- 
ever war has come, the electric in- 
dustry has always been a strong and 
unfailing source of energy, without 
which victory could not have been 
achieved.” They do not mention the 
fact that only the TVA dam made 
possible the development of the 
atomic bomb, and that the giant 
atomic plants in Hanford, Wash- 
ington, were powered from the 
Grand Coulee dam. When these 
projects were started, the private 
utility companies condemned the 
whole idea, asking, “Who will use 
the power — the jackrabbits?” 

THE SQUEEZE has already 
been put on the farmers as the 
private utility groups regain influ- 
ence in Washington. Sharp de- 
creases in the Federal budgets have 
already been made in those partic- 
ular departments which have to do 
with rural electrification. Congress- 


man W. R. Poage of Texas said 
(continued third col., THIS page) 


X-Ray and Forecast (continued) 


is that Mr. Howrey, as a leading lawyer in Washington, has spent the last 
20 years defending big corporations before the FTC. Sen. H. E. Humph- 
rey, one of the congressmen who fought the appointment, commented, 
“We have put the fox in charge of the chicken coop.” 


UBLIC POWER TO GO? The one place where this great transition 

(from public ownership and control to private ownership and for pri- 
vate profit) touches most vitally the public interest is in the field of public 
power. When Eisenhower appointed Douglas McKay as Secretary of the 
Interior, he was known to have been an opponent of Federal power proj- 
ects in the Northwest during his period as governor of Oregon. However, 
he had in a mild degree endorsed and supported public power projects 
as promoted and controlled by the state and county governments. Since 
taking his seat in the Cabinet, Secretary McKay has openly stated his 
support of public power projects. “Public power is here to stay and I 
have no intention of turning over Government-built projects to private 
interests,” he told the Annual Convention of American Power Associa- 
tion. McKay has explained his position as “taking over an inheritance, a 
Federal power structure that was conceived with one idea in mind, that 
of a completely Federalized electrical generating system, a Government 
monopoly in large areas of the U. S.” McKay said he didn’t like monop- 
oly in any form, private or Government. “There is room for development 
of both private and public power in this country,” he continued. But 
heavy pressure is pushing Secretary McKay and his department to in- 
duce him to favor private power ownership over public ownership of pow- 
er resources. Already McKay has killed several public power programs 
that were under way, notably the Hell’s Canyon project in the North- 
west where the Federal Government proposed to build a big dam, which 
would generate enough additional power to increase power facilities for 
thousands of farmers and to make possible the building of a big cooper- 
ative fertilizer plant to provide low cost fertilizer. Private utilities pro- 
posed to build three small dams which would provide much less power 
and bar the development of the great farmers’ cooperative fertilizer plant. 
The private utilities got the go-ahead. The private utilities and fertilizer 
corporations are pleased. 

THE TOP SPENDING LOBBY in Washington today is the Na- 
tional Association of Electrical Companies, which represents the private 
power interests and which paid out nearly $500,000 to influence Con- 
gress and the Government last year alone. In the past the private power 
companies have spent large sums secretly to influence newspapers, 
schools, colleges, even to see that textbooks speak favorably of private 
development of power, as against the “socialism” of public power de- 
velopments. (Washington Post, May 8) The public does not now realize 
what enormous influence the private utility lobby is exerting in Congress 
and out of Congress. The power lobby is keeping pressure on Secretary 
McKay and operates through its pipeline into the House and Senate Ap- 
propriations Committee, where they have ready access through congress- 
men pledged to support their private power projects. Many Republican 
congressmen, as well as Democrats have revolted against this brazen pene- 
tration of influence into congressional halls. Congressman H. Carl Ander- 
son, Republican of Minnesota, accused some of his fellow-congressmen 
of “selling out” to the private utilities. Republican Senator Aiken like- 
wise has spoken out, as has GOP Senator Saltonstall of Massachusetts. 
The drive to destroy public power has been so bold and insensitive that 
even some of the larger business corporations, who depend upon large 
quantities of cheap power, have protested. The Aluminum Corporation 
of America and Kaiser Aluminum Industries have protested to Congress 
over the prospects of increased power rates as public power projects have 
been curtailed and developments placed in the hands of private power. 

THE GROWTH OF FEDERAL POWER projects has meant in- 
creasingly centralized control, which we recognize as a danger to demo- 
cratic ideals and practice. If the new moves against Federal power de- 
velopment mean continuing the over-all program for enlarging our re- 
sources of cheap and abundant power for the farmers and industries but 
under state and community controls wherever feasible, rather than under 
Federal auspices — that is a healthy move and justifiable. Also if private 
enterprise is to be protected wherever possible in public power projects by 
permitting the private utilities to distribute power generated by Govern- 
ment plants at a fair profit on low rates for farm and industry, which is 
the prerequisite of our expanding free economy—that too is commendable. 

But if such worthy aims are intended, then why the subterfuge on 
the part of the private utility lobbies, why the deception in their publish- 
ed statements and propaganda? The fact that the private power interests 
are already trying to stop Government projects—regardless of the needs of 
the farmer and industrial users in many instances and are resorting to so 
much deception and subterfuge—justifies suspicion and some alarm. (See 
Farmers & Public Power, page 3, col. 3, for further analysis of this subject.) 


Farmers & Public Poy 

(continued) : 
that the $40 million cut off) 
Rural Electrification Administratig 
funds means that “the stranglefgl 
is already on the farmer.” Wo 
has been stopped on the 
Rock Dam construction in sout 
Missouri, towards which thousagg 
of farmers were looking hopefih 
for increased power facilities ; 
the Missouri Valley area. The » 
vate utilities will soon offer to @ 
tend their services to these fary 
—at much higher rates. 

The plan of the private ut 
lobby, operating through congr 
sional groups, is to persuade Coq 
gress to drop all rural electrificat 
projects which are not 20 pere¢ 
completed which, according to 
REA heads, would affect 40 pp 
ects begun in the last two yean 


Charges that the rural electrj 
cation program is socialistic igy 
flagrant distortion of fact. Whe 
the farmer has an abundance ¢ 
cheap power, his _ productiyj 
greatly increases, his purchasing 
power is enlarged, his standard 
living raised with resulting be 
to trade, commerce and bankiy 
in his entire area. Thousands 
merchants and bankers in the gr 
TVA areas testify to this. If th 
rural electrification program is 
cialism, then capitalism means th 
right of only a few to make a profi 
while the rest stay in controlle 
semi-poverty. Is not capitalism 
free enterprise much more honesty 
defined in terms of true Americar 
ism when it is considered a system 
whereby all have the right to d& 
velop their resources and produc 
tivity to full capacity? 

The claim that rural electrifice 
tion development has been achier 
ed at the expense of all the taxpay 
ers is also a falsehood. All ram 
electrical programs have been é& 
veloped on a sound banking bass 
The TVA act explicitly states tha 
the power program must be sel 
supporting, and the record show 
that, as an investment by the Feté 
eral Government, TVA has averag 
ed an earned income of 4% pt 
cent annually — and that TVA’ 
actually ahead of schedule in te 
repayment program set up to amd 
tize all appropriations over a # 
year period. In addition to the fat 
that TVA has enormously 
orated capitalism by creating thot 
sands of prosperous new taxpayes 
within its radius. 

The same story is being recorded 
in other states. For instance, ® 
Indiana the Henry County REA 
of Newcastle, got its first loan i 
1936. Subsequent loans brought it 
total borrowings to $655,000. Al 
borrowings were paid back ths 
year, 13% years ahead of schet 
ule; the total interest paid in We 
$162,497 — over 20 per cent # 
terest profit to the Government. 
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